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Dear Sir: 

This replies to the Answer dated November 6, 2002. 

The Reply does not adequately explain why perturbing a single value K times to obtain K starting 
points for data cluster centroids (Fayyad et al., col. 2, lines 32-36), the closest Fayyad et al. evidently gets 
to "perturbing" anything, is the same thing as the claimed "perturbing original data.. and using a distribution 
of the perturbed data to generate a distribution of the original data". No distribution of perturbed data is ever 
mentioned or suggested in Fayyad et al., the hand waving on page 4 of the Answer notwithstanding. In 
Fayyad et al., perturbations are used solely for obtaining cluster centroid starting points; that is all. Perhaps 
this explains why the Answer is reduced to trying to bootstrap admitted "implications" in Fayyad et al. to 
actual "disclosures" on the bottom of page 9. 

The Answer attempts to motivate the consideration of privacy in Fayyad et al. using Tendick et al., 
but Tendick et al. nowhere addresses privacy in the context of the present claims, e.g., in generating data 
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mining models as recited in Claim 1. All Tendick et al. is concerned with is maintaining privacy when 
databases are queried Jqr such things as data means and ranges, not with model ^building. The .question 
remains, just where is the motivation to combine Fayyad et ai. and Tendick et al., then modify the 
combination away from what would actually result to arrive at the present claims? 

The best the Answer can do in responding to this question is to castigate Appellant for "attacking 
references individually", but how else can Appellant address relied-upon teachings from specific references? 
The Answer further contains boilerplate about how "hindsight reconstruction" is always necessitated during 
examination. Without acquiescing in this dubious legal proposition, Appellant believes that this contention 
begs the question, "But this much hindsight reconstruction?" How the present rejections comport with In re 
Dembiczak (discussed in the Appeal Brief) and its many progeny remains a mystery. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS Docket No. AM9-99-0226 

WASHINGTON, DC 20231 (PATENT) 



SIR: 

Transmitted herev/ith for filing in the Application of: AGRAWAL Serial No.: 09/487J91 
Title: SYSTEM AND ARCHITECTURE FOR PRIVACY-PRESERVING DATA MINING 



are the following: 

sheets of formal drawings 

_ Amendment" 

Amendment after Final Rejection 

Response to Restriction Requirement 

Letter to Drawing Review Branch 

_ Certificate of Correction 
X Acknowledgment postcard 



_ Basic Filing Fee($740) 

_ Information Disclosure Statement 

Declaration and Power of Attorney 
_ Assignment of the lnvention($40) 
_ Recordation Form Cover Sheet 
_ Notice to File Missing Parts($130) 
_ Petition for Extension of Time($110) 
_ Issue Fee($1,280) 
_ Notice of Appeal($320) 

Appeal Brief in triplicate ($320) 
X_ Reply Brief 



Please charge Deposit Account No. 09-0441 in the amount of $.00 . A duplicate copy of this sheet is 
attached.: ~ ~ - 

The Commissioner is hereby- authorized to charge payment for any additional filing fees required under 
37 CFR 1.16 or or any patent application processing fees under 37 CFR 1.17 in association with this 
communication or credit any overpayment to Deposit 09-0441 . 
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